Arﬂentiﬂﬂ, Sabrina

From: Janet J Henry <jjhenry@aep.com:

Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2016 1:33 PM

Te: Argentieri, Sabrina

Subject: RE: 4th Modification to AEP Consent Decree - Paragraphs 97 and 216
Attachments: 2016-08-16 Conesville NOV Conlerence Statement pdf

Thank you, Sabrina. | am a bit backed up myself this afterncon, but will try you tomorrow morning.

On an unrelated naote, I've attached the outline for the statement | read at the beginning of the NOV conference far
Conesville earlier this week. Please let me know If any additional information becomes available fer the Method 082
analyses that were perfarmed.

Janet 1. Henry

Deputy General Counsel
American Electric Power
1 Riverside Plaza
Columbus, OH 43215

[614) 716-1612 (direct line]
(614) 716-1613 {fax]

From: Argentieri, Sabrina [mallto:argentieri.sabrina@epa.gov]

Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2016 11:42 AM

To: Janet 1 Henry

Cc; Myles. Flint@usde].gov; Kane, Eleancr; Bending, Padmavati

Subject: 4th Modification to AEP Consent Decree - Paragraphs 97 and 216

This is an EXTERNAL email, STOP. THINK before you CLICK links or OPEN attachments.

Janet,

Feel free to call me at 202-564-8953 today or tomerrow. | am fairly booked this afternoon, but am open
tomarrow.

Sabrina

This e-mail message from the Legal Department of American Electric Powerd is for the sole use of the
intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any unauthonized review, use,
disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply
e-mail and destroy all copies of the onginal message.






Conesville NOV Conference
2016-08-16
Statement by Janet Henry

Appreciate the Region’s willingness to discuss the NOW with us, and the schedule
accommaodations made to allow for o longer period to respond to the 14 request and receive

information from the Region regarding the opacity observations that formed the basis for the
KOV,

Have provided detailed information about the emissions from the units at Conesville, including
stack test results, COM data, operational information, attempted Method % readings by plant
staff, and other operational information. Will focus the discussions on Unit 6. which is the unit
where the Region alleges that opacity exceedances have occurred.

There is conclusive evidence that mass emissions of PM are well below allowable limits. The
mast recent test of Conesville Units 5 and 6, condueted in June 2016 (demonstrating compliance
with the MATS standard), show PM emissions of 0.003% Ib/mmBiu, a froction of 124 if the
NSPS and SIP mass emission limit of 0,10 Ib/MMBtu. Prior tests for Unit 6 operating
independently showed panticulate emissions averaged 0.0057 [b/mmBru in October 2015, VE
readings performed that day showed opacity at 1006,

COMs dotn collected ot the unit demonstrate that periods of excess opacity are generully rare,
less the 1.5% of the unit operating time, and primarily associated with periods of start-up and
shutdown when the ESP is not engaged due to safety concerns, There have also been brief
periods when the monitor was obscured by condensation and minor exceedances during load
choanges,

In addition, under the NSR consent decree, scrubber efficiency is regularly reported 1o EPA, and
is mainmained nt 95% or more.

There is no ambient air quality standard for opacity, Opacity is not a regulated air pollutant.
OAC 3745-17-07(A) and 40 CFR 60.42{a}2) are standards for “particulate matter™ emissions.
Opacity is used as a surrogate for particulate matter emissions in OAC 3745-17-07(A) and 40
CFR 60.42{2)(2). When a source is in compliance with mass emission limits for particulate
matter, opacity provisions are not independently enforceable. 40 CFR 60.12(e}(8) provides for
an adjusted opacity standard that can be met “at all times the source is meeting the mass or
concentration emission standard.”™

The NOV does not show evidence that opacity readings were conducted in accordance with
Method 9. The opacity readings appear to have been influenced by condensed water and/or
scrosals formed in the atmosphere, Photographs from the Alternative Method 082 confirm that
plumes commingled on the days observations were made, that obstructions were present between
the ohservers and the stacks, and that contrast and other ambient conditions are the dominant
factors influencing the appearance af the plumes.



Method 9 is particularly challenging and unreliable for determining the opacity of a wet
(scrubbed) plume. The readings furnished by Region § are particularly deficient because of the
distance of the observer from the stacks, the failure to take observations perpendicular to the
plume, the failure to exclude the efTect of condensed or uncombined water vapor on the readings,
and the confounding effects of plumes from two stacks. Alternative Method 082 is not an
approved compliance method that is mandatory for use al existing stationary sources. It can be
valuntarily adopted by operators. It is ot appropriate Tor use at Conesville due to the size of the
stack, the scrubbed plume, and the prevailing ambient conditions during much of the year.

Conesville Units 4, 5, and 6 are subject to multiple layers of regulation for emissions of PM and
other pollutants regulated under the Clean Air Act, and have demonstrated compliance with all
applicable requirements.



